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ABSTRACT 

This s tudy was made to det ermine the effectiveness of 

videotaped feedback on nonverbal performance behavior in 

i nstructional theatre at the high school level. 

Four casts of high school students preparing plays were 

involved in the study. The use of videotaped feedback 

and/ or director notes was manipulated in the experiment. 

This study ascertained that a combination of videotaped 

feedback and the director's oral notes is effective as a 

training tool in instructional theatre at the high school 

level, resulting in statistically significant improvements 

in a later evaluation of nonverbal performance behavior 

during a second rehearsal attempt. Students who received no 

videotaped feedback or director notes scored significantly 

lower in a later evaluation of a second rehearsal attempt. 

The study also found that following a combination of 

videotaped feedback and oral notes, students' self

evaluations moved closer to the director's evaluation than 

they had previously been. These student evaluations 

following the combination of videotaped feedback and oral 

notes moved significantly closer to the director's 

evaluation than did the evaluations of students who received 

oral notes alone. In a comparison of effectiveness in 

improving later performances among the methods tested, the 
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-t ·1 h ,1 l ,·,~ d 1 sc:overed that no ne ot th me th o d s --rlir ec nr 

1w cs, video aped feedbac k, or a combination of the wo--was 

sup rior . However , each of the thre e methods was 

s tatistically sign ificant ly better than no method at all . 
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CHAPTER 1 

Introd ucti o n 

One of the most frustr a ting aspec ts of d irecting 

instructional theatre a t the hi g h s c hoo l level is that, no 

matter how many years o ne wo r k s i n a s i ngle l oc at i on, the 

majority of stud ents i nv o lved i n play produc t ion proba bl y 

will be nov i c e a cto r s . Whe n a di rec t o r has worked wi t h a 

s tudent for a maximum o f t h r e e o r fo ur ye a rs, the young 

actor graduates , a nd t he di r ec t o r s t a rt s a new wi th a no t he r 

i nexper i enced ac t or . The di r ect o r may eve n i n i ti a te this 

c ycle wi th each produc t ion . If t he sc hoo l comp l etes t wo 

produ c t i o ns each year , the c t or mus t lea rn a treme ndou s 

amount in on l y a few prod uc t ion s . Fo r th is reason, a h igh 

schoo l direc t or wa nt s t o m ke r e hearsal as effecti v e a s 

possible . 

Beca u s e s tude nt acto rs r equent l y re i ne xperienced or 

immat ur e , i t may be dif i u l t or hem o u n e r s tand or t ak e 

direc tion f r o m a direc t o r ' s no t es . hey o t e n lack 

ob j ectiv i t y , a nd the y may h ve roles ccept i ng c r i tici sm . 

Unable t o e v a lua t e t he i r o n effort s beca use of thei r you t h 

a nd lack of experi e nce, they may no t res pond t o t he 

di r ec t or ' s suggest ions . 

The Pr ob l em a nd I t s Sign ificance 

High s c hoo l i nstruc t iona l t heatr e shou l d " show students 

how t o engag e i n . examina t ion of . . per fo r mances . 
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The ability to examine a performance . . at a number of 

level s or from a range of vantage points " is inc l uded by The 

College Board's report, Academic Preparation In the Arts, as 

a necessary skill (Herbert 23) . 

The report states that "effective interaction between 

the director and the actor is cruc i al to the success of a 

theatrical production" (Herbert 34 ) . A director must 

discover effective methods of instruct i ng and guid ing actors 

in order to ensure the success of a t hea t rical produc t i on. 

What can i ns truc tors i n theatre arts do t o incre as e 

their effective ne s s? Wi t h the ris i ng availability of 

affordable videocameras capable of record i ng images of high 

quality, di rec tors can now capture rehearsa l s on videota pe . 

Videotaped feedback may provide directors wi th a useful 

method o f developi ng the ac tors' abili t ies to evaluate and 

anal yze t heir own performa nces . By s t udying a videotape of 

rehea r sal , student actors can be given the opportunity t o 

exami ne their own presenta tions . As student actors gain the 

abili t y to examine the ir own works critically, their 

ab i lit ies t o perform should be enhanced . These enhanced 

abili t ies should , in turn, benefit the entire production . 

Personal expe r ience wi th videotaped feedback in the 

rehearsal stage leads this researcher to believe this to be 

true i n a r eas of nonve rbal performance behavior . 



St atement of the Study's Purpose 

This s t udy wi ll attempt t o det ermine the effectiveness 

of vi deotaped feedback and/ or di rectors ' ora l notes i n 

improving nonverbal performance behavi·or and in alter i ng the 

students' evaluations of th · eir own performances. Analys i s 

wi l l involve high school students and their directors during 

the rehearsal stage of instructional theatre. 

The areas to be explored in this study concern the 

performance behaviors of individual students. The use of 

videotaped feedback and/or director notes will be 

manipulated in the experiment, and students will be rated on 

improvement of nonverbal performance behavior based on the 

directors' criteria. The first and second student 

evaluations will be compared to the first director 

evaluation. If the second student evaluation is more 

closely aligned to the first director evaluation, then the 

manipulation will have been effective. The study will also 

compare each director's first evaluation with the same 

director's second evaluation, and student improvement will 

be shown by higher ratings on the second evaluation. 

Lastly, the study will seek to determine which of the 

experimental treatments caused the greatest improvement in 

ratings to examine its effectiveness as a teaching tool. 

Definition of Primary Concept 

The primary concept for this research study is 

f behavior in the production of nonverbal per ormance 

theatri cal material. Nonverbal communication typically 
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mea ns a ny form of communi cation that i· s not achieved through 

words between people who a r e i' n each other' s pr e s ence . This 

could include s everal areas not covered in the concept fo r 

this s t udy : interpersonal distance, touch, smell, and 

"aspects of sp k tt o en u erance, such as intonation, voice 

quality, and the like, that can be considered apart from the 

actual verbal content of what is said" (Barnouw 3: 209). 

For this study, nonverbal communication shall be limited to 

the following categories: expressive body movement and hand 

gestures, rapid signs of facial expression, and posture. 

Each of these categories deserves further explication. 

Expressive body movement is a kinetic presentation of the 

"attitudes, emotions, intentions, [and] motivations" 

(Spiegel and Machotka 6) of a given character to be 

portrayed. It is not "functional movement, the purpose of 

which is to strengthen, relax and co~ordinate the body" 

(Allen 62). Hand gestures are actions involving the hands 

which send information to an audience (Morris 24). Rapid 

signs of facial expression include the actions produced by 

muscle changes (of the mouth, eyes, forehead, and other 

areas of the face) which express changes in mood or action 

(Scherer and Ekman 46). Posture refers to the physical way 

in which an actor holds his or her body (Snyder and Drumsta 

187) . "Obesity, illness, old age, strong emotion, and 

deformities produce obvious postural or body movement 

effects. Actors are expected to be able to simulate these 

effects or to exaggerate them for dramatic purposes, as in 
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the traditional roles of Falstaff 
, Lear, Richard III, or 

Camille" ( Barnouw 1: 200). 
This leads to the explanation of 

the term "performance behavior." 

Performance behavior refers t o a particular 

"aesthetically marked and h · h eig tened mode of communication 
' 

framed in a special way and put · on display for an audience" 

(Barnouw 3: 262). By involving "self-conscious manipulation 

of the formal features of the communicative system" ( bodily 

activity in acting, for example ), performance may be 

considered "formally re flexive - signification about 

signification" ( Barnouw 3 : 26 6) . As a f orm of mimicry, 

performance behavior can be considered reflective as well . 

The areas to be explored in this study concern the 

performa nce behaviors of individua l s tude nts. These 

behaviors are those that may be dete rm i ned by the individual 

student rather than those wh i ch are f requ e nt l y developed by 

the director. This removes " b loc k i ng " ( the patterns of 

movement of the actors on the s t ag e ) , i nt e rper s onal distance 

( the spacing of individuals i n r ela t ion to o the rs ) , and 

costuming from the categor ie s as these a r e of t e n determined 

by the director ( Ball 105 - 1 28 ) . Also r emoved f r om the study 

are ca t egori es of spoken utterance and the sensations of 

touch and smell which are not visua l in nature . Al though 

th · d speech as we ll as movement, this study e videotape recor s 

will focus only on visual aspects wh ich can be recorded on 

videotape. 

In every t ype of theatre, fina l dec i sions regarding a ll 
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characterizations must be the di rec t or's prerogative 

(Albright 205 ) . These character izat ions are usually 

developed in collaboration with t he ac tors, rathe r than 

dictated to them. Criteria f or evalua t ing t he nonverba l 

performance behavior as "good " or "bad " will be established 

by the directors fo r the i r own groups o f s t udents , a s these 

may c hange fr om di r ec t o r t o d i r ec t or a nd f rom pl a y to pl ay . 

As the highest a uthor i ty on pe r fo r ma nce behavi or t o whom the 

s tudents are accountab l e , the irec t ors mus t e t e r mi ne these 

c r i t e r ia ( Beck 1 2- 15 ) . 

The bri ef t ime a llotted o hi h sc hool he tr e 

dire c t ors and ac tor s t o pr e p r e pl ys o r r o uc t ion s hou l d 

be us ed a s effec t ivel y s poss1 le . 

d i r ector s need t o fin n ili h 

methods avail ble to them o e c h s 

with th em t o produce n r is ic r or 

t his a r e a c an help hi h sc hoo re 

wha t me thods r e mos t e ec l e re 

pe r f ormance beh v i or . 

is e ns t ha t 

os cons rue ive 

s ..,h · le ;,;o rking 

Rese r c h in 

irec ors t o iscove r 

· on o no n e r al 
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effect iveness in the c l ass r oom, 
particularly i n ar eas of 

nonve rbal behavior (Wol fga ng 204). Mock inter views of 

potent ial job applicants have been recorded on videotape to 

he lp inc rease the skills needed to successfully complete an 

intervi ew and gain employment (Schuley 29 45A). A report on 

a behavior modeling training program designed to teach 

students the behaviors for doing on-the-job training 

revealed using videotaped feedback, along with one observer, 

enhanced reproduction scores (Decker 763-773). 

Educators have used videocameras to record and replay 

student performances in a number of subject areas (Reider 

14-18). The successful use of videotape playback has helped 

students to develop communication skills in foreign 

languages (Bowman 21-27) and in their native languages 

(Atencio 632-634). 

Little research was available on the use of videotape 

in theatre education. One study, which used videotaped 

theatre scenes to measure audience response to interpersonal 

distance in live and in videotaped theatre scenes, stated 

that an implication drawn from its results was that using 

videotape in teaching interpersonal distance to actors would 

not be effective (Frantz 1853A ) . There were no 0ther 

implications made about teaching theatre students nonverbal 

· t in any of the available 
performance skills through video ape 

literature. 
· videotape with theatre Another report on using 

performance dealt with technical problems involved in taping 

live perf or mances for broadcaSt (Wallach 26 - 30 ) . 
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Literature of Directing and Theatre Arts 

To meas ure accurately the effectiveness of videotaped 

feedback as an instructional tool for the director, one must 

determine the roles and the objectives of the directors and 

student actors of instructional theatre at the high school 

level. A review of the literature of directing and theatre 

arts provides such information. 

Although interpretations of a director's function in 

high school instructional theatre are varied, a few general 

statements can be made that are widely accepted. First, 

whether correct or not, the director of high school theatre 

is the highest authority on performance behavior to whom the 

students are accountable (Beck 119). Second, final 

judgments regarding all characterizations must be the 

director's prerogative (Albright 205). Third, a "director 

is a teacher, not only of a play, but also of acting - not 

merely a traffic director of stage movement" (Beck 37). 

Fourth, the director serves as the "eyes and ears for the 

actor during rehearsals, when the actor has no audience 

other than the director" (Albright 147). Finally, high 

school theatre directors frequently determine "blocking" 

(the patterns of movement of the actors on the stage), 

interpersonal distance (the spacing of individuals in 

relation to others), and costuming for their casts (Ball 

105-128). 

The objectives of a high school theatre instructor are 

t wo-fold. l
· nstructors in theatre arts, directors 

First, as 
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should assis t th · t e i r s udents in making meaningful progress 

t oward three t y pes of abilities. According to Academic 

Preparation In the Arts, these are: 

1. Knowledge of how to produce or perform works of 

art. 

2 · Knowledge of how to analyze, interpret, and 

evaluate art-works. 

3. Knowledge of art-works of other periods and 

cultures and their contexts. (Herbert 20) 

The second objective of the high school director is to 

develop a work of art. The director is a "collaborating 

artist with the playwright, actors, and designers" (Wheetley 

44). Play production culminates in presentation to an 

audience, an audience which expects to see an artistic 

performance. 

The roles and objectives of the student actors are also 

two-fold. As students, they are deeply involved in the 

learning process. They are becoming acquainted with "the 

basic vocal and physical requirements of acting; the basic 

techniques; and . method [ s ] of analyzing and developing 

characterization" (Beck 91). As actors, the students become 

a part of the collaborative effort to produce a work of art 

(Wheetley 44). 

Finally, the function of rehearsal can be examined. 

The literature indicates that the "rehearsal period is a 

learning period, in that the actors are learning how the 

play goes, . 
what the performance will be like" (Ball 
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Dur i ng th is time, the ct · irector encourages "the actor ' s 

own c rea t ivity by i nspiri ng d an gene r a t i ng ideas" (Albright 
14 7) . 

Literature of Nonverbal Research 

Most helpful in refining the definition of the primary 

concept and in the development of research procedures has 

been the literature of nonverbal research. This body of 

l i terature has greatly contributed to the composition of the 

questionnaires for the directors and actors. 

Information on various types of nonverbal behavior, 

such as gestures and body motion (Birdwhistell 79-82, 168-

170 ) , can be gleaned from the literature of nonverbal 

research. The concept of expressive body movement, 

including the stylized movement of dance and mime, has been 

researched (Spiegel and Machotka 29-61), but the 

implications for using videotape as an instructional tool in 

theatre education for improving expressive movement have not 

been studied. 

Posture and rapid signs of facial expression are to be 

considered in theatre education. Actors are expected to 

assume postural effects appropriate to the characters they 

portray (Barnouw 1: 200). In order to express changes in 

the mood or action of a given character, an actor must 

· f character Rapid signs simulate the facial expressions o a · 

of facial expression include changes (that result from 

used to communicate muscle changes ) of facial appearance 

change s i n mood or action (Scherer and Ekman 46 ). 



1 2 

othe r literature presents specific areas of nonverbal 

behavior research, including applications in teacher 

training. Teachers have been videotaped in an attempt to 

improve their effectiveness in the classroom (Wolfgang 204). 

Scherer and Ekman's Handbook of Methods in Nonverbal 

Research also provides invaluable information on a number of 

separate research methods relevant to nonverbal behavior. 

Besides the methodological issues presented, the book also 

provides an excellent technical appendix on audiovisual 

recording with special attention to procedures, equipment, 

and troubleshooting. 

In summary, although the literature of nonverbal 

research provides no specific research on high school 

instructional theatre's nonverbal performance behavior, it 

does provide information on research procedures, definitions 

of behaviors, and related studies. Together wi th the 

literature of directing and theatre arts and the literature 

of videotaped feedback, the literature of nonverba l research 

has been useful in the development of the hypotheses and 

methodology for this study. 



CHAPTER 3 

Hypotheses 

Statement of Hypotheses and Rationale 

From personal experience and the review of l iterature 

come the following hypotheses 1 t· re a 1ng t o high school 

students and their directors invo lved in the rehe a rsa l stage 

of instructional theatre: 

1. After the directors present ora l notes t o the i r 

casts, student actors evaluat i ng t he i r own performanc es will 

rate their nonverbal per f orma nce behaviors closer t o t he 

directors' evaluations than they did before the no t es we re 

given. 

The director serves as t he "eyes and ears for the ac t or 

during rehearsals, when the ac t o r has no audience other t ha n 

the director" (Albr i ght 1 47 ) . s t udent actors at t he high 

school level o f ten l a ck the ma t urity, experience, and 

objectivity to evaluate the ir own performances as the 

1 te them Through oral 
director or an audience mi ght eva ua · 

notes, the director enc ourages "the ac t or ' s own c rea t ivi t y 

by inspiring and generating ideas " (Albr ight 14 7) , a nd th i s 

should alter the students' percept ions of their 

perfo rmances. 
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2 . Following videotaped feedb k ac • student actors 

e valuating their own f per ormances will rate their nonverbal 

performance behavior closer to the director's evaluation 

than they did before the feedback. 

3 • This rating will be closer ~ to the director's 

evaluation than the group's rating which followed director 

notes only. 

When directors gi v e notes, thei r s uccess i n al ter i ng 

the actor's performance depends la r gely upon how well t h e y 

communicate their concepts to t heir ac t o r s and t heir crews 

(Albright 5 ) . It can be difficu l t for a n inexperienced or 

immature actor to accept the suggestions of a direc t or 

because the student i s unable to visualize the problem, t he 

"stage p i cture," or the overall concept from the audience ' s 

viewpoint. A student ac t or is involved in the process of 

gain i ng the exper ience a nd objectivity needed in order to 

visual ize from that viewpoint . Reports have concluded that 

education ma j ors who r eceive videotaped feedback can improve 

their teaching s k i lls ( Rogers 64 - 67 ) . Likewise, seeing the 

performances f rom the pe r spective of the director or an 

audience should a llow the s t udents to be more objective in 

their judgments and more awa r e of t heir behaviors . 

Increased awareness from a more ob jective viewpoint s hould 

b th Student to c o incide 
cause the second evaluat ion made Y e 

more closel y to the d irec t or's evaluation. 
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4 . Following a c ombinat ion of direct or notes and 

videot a ped fe edback . s tudent actors evaluat i ng the i r own 

performances wil l rate their nonverbal perf ormance behavior 

closer to the director's 1 eva uation than they did before the 

notes and feedback. 

5 . This rating will be closer to the director's 

evaluation than the groups' ratings which followed either 

method by itself. 

Allowing student actors to watch the videotape should 

increase their objectivity in judgment and awareness of 

behavior as is explained in connection with the previous 

hypotheses. By combining the two methods, the student not 

only gains increased awareness and heightened ob j ectivity, 

but the student also benefits from the maturity and 

experience of the director. Directors could point out 

specific behaviors for praise or criticism. With the 

addition of these factors, the actor's evaluation should 

reflect that of the director more closely than with either 

method alone. In a comparable experiment which used 

videotaped feedback to teach college students behaviors for 

doing on-the-job training, results revealed that videotaped 

feedback combined with one observer improved reproduction 

scores (Decker 763-773). 
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6 . When the selected • 
scene 1s performed following the 

director's oral notes. the ratings made by the director will 

be higher than those made by the same director on the first 

evaluation. 

"The director is a teacher, not onl y of a p lay , but 

also of acting - not merely a tra ffi c director of stage 

movement. An organized director c reates an a t mosphe re 1n 

which participants can learn about the e ra t of acti ng a nd 

the production of good dramatic li t e ratu r e " ( Beck 37 ) . For 

this reason, a director gives notes, and the actor who 

accepts the suggestions of the direc t o r and employs them 

should receive a higher rat i ng fro the i rector ter 

adjustments based on the notes have been ade . 

7 . When these 

videota ed feedback th 

be hi her than those made b 

evaluation. 

8 . Im rovement i ndicate 

director's second eva lua t ion 

im rovement indicated in the second eva ua 
on of t e 

director who gave notes on l y . 

videotapes of their 
Education majors who study 

t 

corrections becaus e they see 
performances can make necessary 
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themsel ves as the student 
sees them (Rogers 64 - 67). 

Similarly, student actors 
who study videotapes of their 

performances should be able t h o c ange because they see 

themselves as the audience or a director will see them. 

Changes made by the actors should result · · 1n higher ratings 

after videotaped feedback than after notes because the 

students can more clearly see the effects of their 

behaviors. 

9. When the selected scene is performed following a 

combination of director notes and videotaped feedback , the 

ratings made by the director will be higher than those made 

by the same director on the first evaluation . 

10. Improvement indicated by higher ratings in the 

director's second evaluat ion will be greater than the 

improvement i ndicated in the second eva l uat i ons of the 

directors who used either method by itse l f . 

If directors share their backgrounds, maturity, and 

knowledge wi th the casts of high schoo l product i ons while 

both groups observe a videotape of rehearsa l , the actors can 

gain from this exper ience . opportunities taken by the 

directors to point out specific areas for praise should 

to repeat positive behaviors. 
encourage young actors 

Areas 

which need improvement can be highlighted, a nd even re-

played, to guide the student actors to create t hei r own 

suggestions and to make corrections. 
Adjustments should 



resu l t in greater improvements after the c ombination than 

af t e r either method alone because the actors profit from 

increased perception, heightened ob j ect ivi t y , and the 

directors' insights. 

1 8 



CHAPTER 4 

Methodology 

Purpose of the Experiment 

The purpose of the experiment was to investigate the 

effectiveness of videotaped feedback and/ or director's notes 

in altering the students' evaluations of their own 

performances and in altering their nonverbal performance 

behavior. The first and second student evaluations were 

compared to the first director evaluation. If the second 

evaluation was more closely aligned to the director's first 

evaluation, then the experimental treatment was effective. 

The study also compared each director's first evaluation 

with the director's second evaluation, and student 

improvement was indicated by higher ratings on the second 

evaluation. The study also attempted to ascertain which of 

the methods of directing caused the greatest improvement in 

ratings to analyze its effectiveness as a teaching tool. 

Research Procedures 

Identification of Subjects 

The data were collected from groups of high school 

l·nvolved in preparing plays for students and their directors 

t Hl.gh school, Dickson, 
production at Dickson Coun Y 

Tennessee, Northeast High School, Clarksville, Tennessee, 

. h School, Cunningham, Tennessee. 
and Montgomery Central Hig 

ed . Harvey Twelve Angry 
Th b · g prepar • ~-=--'-.=.....~' ere were four plays ein 
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J urors, The Swi mmer and E · t 
, Xl the Bodv . Th e cas t s, t ogether 

wi t h thei r d i rectors 
I were randomly assigned to Groups I , 

II, III , and IV . 

There we re forty students involved 

15 to 18, with 55 % male and 45 % female. 
' ranging in age from 

The level of 
experience ranged from 37.5% of the students who were 

involved in their first role in a play, 15 % who were 

involved in their second play, 22.5% who were involved in 

their third play, 10 % involved in their fourth play, to 15% 

who had participated in five or more plays. 

Design of the Experimental Study 

Instrumentation 

The measurement utilized was a researcher-constructed 

questionnaire comprised of twenty-six statements about the 

performance behavior of the students involved (see Appendix 

A) . For each statement, behaviors could be ranked on a 

scale at an interval level, with scores ranging from zero to 

ten. To assist the students and directors, categories were 

assigned to the scale: O=never, 1-J=rarely, 4-6=sometimes, 

7-9=frequently, lO=always. Cross-validating questions were 

utilized to verify subjects' responses. 

The questionnaire began with five statements regarding 

· These were given in order to verbal performance behavior. 

help control demand characteristics, that is, to prevent the 

t Sensitization to the purpose of 
possibility of participan 

Cause them to concentrate only on 
the experiment which might 

their nonverbal behavior. 
Data from these questions were 
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no onside r e d i n the ana lysis . 

The ne xt sect ion f t h 0 e queSt i 0 nna i r e dea l t wi th facial 

expressions and hand gestures. Statements 1 and 2 rated the 

magn i tude of f acia l expressions. Statements 3, 4, 6, ands 

assesse d the actor's physical control in the performance of 

gestures. Statements 5 and 7 measured th e purpose displayed 

in expression through gestures. 

Section III concerned the actor's body movement. 

Statements 1, 2, and 4 evaluated the appropriateness of the 

actor's body movement to the portrayal of a certain 

character in a specific play. Statements 3 and 8 measured 

the motivation displayed by the body movement. Statements 5 

and 6 rated the actor's ability to present a believable 

character and to clearly project emotions through body 

movement. Statements 7 and 9 assessed the actor's physical 

control in the performance of consistent body movement. 

Section IV evaluated the actor's posture. Statements 1 

and 4 rated the pertinence of the actor's posture to the 

depiction of a particular character. Statements 2 and 3 

measured the actor's physical control of posture. 

The evaluation instrument possesses face validity. 

t re Performance behaviors were 
Statements which did no measu 

not included by the researcher. 
To minimize subjectivity, 

the 
· instrument was independently 

relevance of the evaluation 
. th reby increasing the likelihood 

j udged by three directors, e 

that the results of the study are valid and reliable. 

. t and experimental design were 
The eva l uation instrumen 
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pre-tes t ed a t Austin Peay State Universi· t y , 
_ Clarksville , 

Tennessee , in the final h 
re earsal period of t wo one-act 

plays being prepared by the Austin Peay Playhouse. 
The 

actors and directors were · t 
given he same instructions used 

for the high school groups. One cast received only its 

director's notes, and the other cast received the 

combination of its director's notes and videotaped feedback. 

After completing the procedures, actors and directors were 

encouraged to offer criticism and suggestions related to the 

questionnaires or procedures. They were also invi ted to 

pose questions related to anything that seemed ambiguous. 

The observations of the directors and actors and an 

examination of the completed questionnaires aided in the 

formation of a more powerful instrument. 

Experimental Treatment 

Four casts of high schoo l students preparing plays were 

involved in the study. Each cast was randomly assigned to 

v The directors of each group Groups I, II, III, or I . 

t their casts their criteria developed for and explained o 

bl nd nonverbal. When the for performance behavior, ver a a 

f having lines memorized, groups had met the requirement 0 

the field experiment began. 
Each group performed a twenty 

l 's climax. This scene wa s 
minute scene involving the Pay 

d the students had begun a 
selected by the researcher, an 

rehearsal with 
. the past. As the scene wa s 

this scene in 

executed, the directors viewed the 
presentation and rated 

n Questionnaire I. 
each individual's performance 0 

students 
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were then asked to rate thei· 
r own individual performances, 

using the same questionnaire format that the 
director had 

completed. 

For two of the groups · 
' a videocamera recorded the 

scene. Group I was not vid t eo aped; it served as the control 

group for the experiment. Group I completed Questionnaire 

I, received no director notes or videotaped feedback, and 

proceeded to rehearse other segments of the play. Thirty 

minutes before rehearsal ended, Group I completed 

Questionnaire II, which utilized the same questions from the 

first rating involving verbal and nonverbal performance 

behavior. The group then performed the selected t wenty 

minute scene again, and the director rated the second 

performance of the scene, using Questionnaire II for each 

student. Group II was not videotaped; these students 

completed and returned Questionnaire I. The director then 

gave oral notes, and the students were asked to evaluate 

their verbal and nonverbal performance behavior using 

Questionnaire II. Then the group performed the same scene 

again, and the director rated the second attempt. Group III 

Steps as Group II except, instead of the repeated the same 

director's notes, the videotape was shown to the group 

. completed the same procedure as 
without comment. Group IV 

Group III, except that the videotape was accompanied by the 

director's comments. 
the students in a controlled 

The researcher monitored 
their evaluations in order 

environment while they completed 
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t o obs truc the s tudents from any 
opportuni t y t o confer 

about responses t o the evaluation. 
Compl et ed evaluat ions 

from the directors and s t udents wer e 
coded and recorded by 

computer fo r s tatist i ca l analys i s. 

Method of Statisti· cal Analysis 

Computer analysis provided scores for student 

evaluations before and after the experimental treatment, 

measured by the sum of the scores assigned by the students 

on each questionnaire. The scores of the director 

evaluations before and after the treatment were provided by 

the computer in the same way. To find the difference in 

student and director evaluations before the manipulation, 

the student-before treatment evaluation score was subtracted 

from the director-before treatment evaluation score. The 

absolute value of that score was computed, and this became 

the score for the amount of difference in student and 

director evaluations before manipulation . The difference in 

student and director after the treatment was computed by 

subtracting the second student evaluation score, rated after 

· the di'rector's first score, then finding manipulation, from 

the absolute value of that difference. This became the 

score for amount of difference in director and student after 

treatment. 

1 . d scores for improvement, 
The computer also supp ie 

director evaluation of the first 
measured by subtracting the 

t evaluation of the 
attempt be f ore treatment from the direc or 

second attempt after the treatment. 
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Two statistical tests were used t o test the hypotheses 

and tabulate data. Usi ng the Statistical Package for the 

social Sciences program, a one-wa y anal ysis of va riance was 

conducted in examining hypotheses wh ich compared the 

differences among the four groups. In t he investigation of 

the hypotheses which compared director and student 

differences before treatment and after treatment, as Nell as 

in the examination of h ypotheses which measured improvement 

by comparing the director eva l uations o f the first and 

second attempts, the Wilcoxon Matched- Pairs Signed - Ranks 

Test was conducted, using the Stat is t ic 1 Pac kage fo r the 

Social Sciences program. Th i s te s t was used i n p l a c e of a 

one- way analysis of var iance wi th r epea t e meas ures ( ANO A) 

becaus e the small samp le size invo ve m1 h t no t mee t t he 

ANOVA ' s assumpt ion of normali t y . 

l. 
The author d i no t have contro over selection of 

plays, assignment of students t o r oles in layS, o r number 

of s tude nts involved i n the plays . 
Arno sa p l e wa s no t 

used. 

2 . Uncontro l lab le di e r ences mon 
r o s may have 

infl uenced the resu l ts . 

Differences in the exper ience an 
rai n i ng of the 

3 . 
have i flue nc e 

h igh school theatre directors may 
the 

results. 



CHAPTER S 

Resu l t s 

Probably the most notab l e fi ndings o t he s t udy compa r e 

the directors ' evaluations of a firs t per fo r mance \ ith the 

directors ' evaluations of a second pe r or , ance a ter any 

manipulation. Also impor t ant are the ne ns of he stu ents ' 

before a nd after s elf - evaluations . 
e s tu e t s ev lua te 

only the f irst pe r formance . The se men s co r es re 

r e presented in Table 1 . 

o - e 

fo 

l 

T DENT BEFORE 
MEAN s ORE l 2 . 0 ) 

.., .. J :-

TUDE NT AFTER 
MEAN SCORE 14 . . ) ... 

DI RECTOR BEFORE 
MEAN SCORE lJ . 8 .; ) . 8 

DIRECTOR AFTER .; . 0 MEA N SCORE 1 28 . 5 

)8 . ) 

2 

) . 5 

)5 . 
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As the figures i n Table 1 indicat e t , s udents in Gr oup 
I, which rec eived no feedback of 

any kind, were t he on ly 
part icipants whose evaluations of th f ' 

e irst performance 
rose. Students in Group II, h' 

w ich received the director's 
oral c omments, lowered their 

scores only slightly. Group 

III scores, after the students viewed the videotape, fell by 
19 . 4 points. Students in Group IV, whi' ch received a 

combination of videotaped feedback and director's oral 

notes, reduced their evaluations by 16.4 points. 

The director of Group I, which received no comment or 

feedback on its performance, scored the second attempt 

lower. The directors of Groups II, III, and IV scored the 

second attempt higher. 

The first hypothesis proposed that students who 

received oral notes would rate their nonverbal performance 

behavior closer to the directors' evaluation than they did 

before the notes were given. The second hypothesis 

projected that students who received videotaped feedback 

would rate their nonverbal performance behavior closer to 

the director's rating than they did before the feedback. 

The f · stated that students would rate their ourth hypothesis 

n b behavl·or closer to the director's onver al performance 

rt . comb1'nat1·on of oral notes and videotaped a 1ng following a 

feedback than they did beforehand. To investigate these 

hypotheses, the Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs Signed-Ranks Test was 

conducted. f the Wilcoxon Test comparing 
The results o 

found in Table 2. Tri 
di rector and s tudent differences are 
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de t ermi ne the statist ica l signi f icance of the results of 

this study, the probability level has been set at .0 5 

(p~ . 05), wh i ch means that if the experiment were repeated 

100 times, the results of the study would be based on random 

error or chance in only five times out of that 100. The 

results will be considered statistically significant if the 

probability is equal to or lower than the .05 level. 

Table 2 

Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs Signed Ranks Test of Differences In 

Directors' First Evaluations With Students' Evaluations 

Before and After Manipulation 

DIFFERENCE BETWEEN DIFFERENCE BETWEEN 
DIRECTOR & STUDENT DIRECTOR & STUDENT 
BEFORE MANIPULATION AFTER MANIPULATION 
MEAN SD MEAN SD p 

GROUP I 23.3 16.2 23.8 15.2 .8939 

GROUP II 40.8 35.1 38.6 34.0 .3505 

GROUP III 28.3 24.1 34.1 29.7 .2076 

GROUP IV 22.2 15.0 15.6 10.4 .1235 
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The Wil co xon test fo und no si 'f • 
gni leant alignment of director 

and s tuden t scores after manioul t · . . _ a i on , but 1t di d show a 

decrease in the diff er ence between d' 1rector and student i n 

Group II (director notes ) and Group IV ( b' • com 1ned videotaped 

feedback a nd director notes ) . 

The third hypothesis proposed that after receiving 

videotaped feedback, students would rate themselves closer 

to the director's rating than would students who received 

director notes only. The fifth hypothesis stated that after 

receiving both videotaped feedback and director notes, 

students would rate themselves closer to the director's 

rating than those who received either videotaped feedback or 

director notes alone. 

To examine the significance of the differences among 

the groups, a one-way analysis of variance was conducted. 

Table 3 compares the groups in sets of two, giving the 

significance of the ratio of variance ( F ratio) for each 

set. The scores in Table 3 represent the difference between 

director and student evaluations after the manipulation for 

. bl 3 'ndicate which of the each group. The symbols in Ta e 1 

d r esulted in less difference 
t wo treatments being compare 

d t evaluations. between the director and stu en 
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Table 3 

com arison of Ali nment of D' irectors' and Students' Ratin s 

by Groups in Sets of Two 

GROUPS MEAN DIFFERENCE SCORES 
COMPARED AFTER MANIPULATIONS BY MANIPULATIONS p 

I & II NONE (23.8) < NOTES (38.6) .20 

I & III NONE (23.8) < VIDEOTAPE (34.1) .34 

I & IV NONE (23.8) > COMBINATION (15.6) .17 

II & III NOTES (38.6) > VIDEOTAPE (34.1) .77 

II & IV NOTES (38.6) > COMBINATION (15.6) .05 

III & IV VIDEOTAPE (34.1) > COMBINATION (15.6) .08 

Scores of the differences in director and student 

ratings in Group I (the control group) were less after 

receiving no experimental treatment than the scores of 

Groups II (oral notes) and III (videotaped feedback). This 

difference was not statistically significant. Scores of the 

differences in director and student ratings in Group I V 

(combination of notes and videotaped feedback ) were less 

than that of Group I (the control group), but this did not 

achieve statistical significance. scores of the differences 

in Group · f tes and videotape ) were less I V (combination o no 

than t he diff e r ences in Group III (videotaped feedback ) , 

but the difference was not quite signif i cant. When compared 
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t o Gr oup II (o r al notes al one ) th d'ff . , e 1 erence i n Group I V 

(combi na t ion of notes a nd videotaped feedback ) was less , and 

i t achieved s t ati s tical s i gni fi cance. 

Hypothesis six proposed that when the selected scene i s 

perf orme d f ollowi ng the director's oral notes, the director 

would i ncrease the scores on the second evaluation. 

Hypothesis seven suggested that f ollowing videotaped 

f eedback, the ratings made by the director would be higher 

than those made by the same director on the first 

eva l uat i on. Hypothesis nine stated that following a 

combi nation of director's notes and videotaped feedback, the 

rati ngs made by the director would be hi gher than those made 

by the same director on the first evaluation. To measure 

improvement in the second performance, required by these 

three hypotheses, the Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs Si ~ned-Ranks 

Test was conducted. The results are given i n Table 4. 
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Table 4 

Wilcoxon Test of Directors ' Evaluations After Manipulation 

With Evaluations Before Manipulation 

DIRECTOR BEFORE EVALUATION DIRECTOR AFTER EVALUATION 
MEAN SD MEAN SD p 

GROUP I 137.8 14.3 128.5 11.9 . 0051 

GROUP II 171 . 5 20.3 179.1 1 3 . 7 . 0684 

GROUP III 143.8 40 .7 149.0 41 . 2 .1 834 

GROUP IV 131 . 5 25.3 13 5 . 9 25 . 7 . 0284 

The Wilcoxon test comparing the first and second directors ' 

evaluations found that the director of the control group 

scored the second performance signif icantly lower . Although 

the scores improved in both the second an third group, the 

improvement was not significant. The Wilcoxon Test fou nd 

significant improvement in the combination of irector notes 

and videotaped feedback used in Group I • 

According to hypothesis eight, after videotaped 

feedback is used, improvement indicated by higher ratings in 

the director's second evaluation will be greater than the 

improvement indicated in the second evaluation of the 

d' Hypothesis ten proposed that 
irector who gave notes only. 

· f videotaped feedback and 
improvement after a combination° 

ratings in the director's 
notes is used indicated by higher 

I 
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second evalua t ion, will be great er than t he improvement 

indicated i n the second evaluations of the di rectors who 

used either method by i tself. The last t wo hypotheses to be 

i nvest i ga t ed c ompare the effectiveness of each method among 

t he groups. A one-way analysis of variance was conducted, 

and comparisons of the groups in sets of two, together with 

the s ignificance of the ratio of variance (F ratio) for each 

set, are found in Table 5. 

Table 5 

comparison of Effectiveness of Methods In Improving 

Second Rehearsal Attempts 

GROUPS DIFFERENCES IN DIRECTOR 
COMPARED EVALUATION AFTER MANIPULATION 

BY MANIPULATIONS p= 

I & II NONE (-9.27) < NOTES (7.55) .00 

I & III NONE 9.27) < VIDEOTAPE (5. 25 } .00 

I & IV NONE 9.27) < COMBINATION (4. 40} .00 

II & III NOTES ( 7. 55) > VIDEOTAPE ( 5 - 25 } .64 

II & IV NOTES ( 7. 55) > COMBINATION (4.40) .43 

> COMBINATION (4.40) .80 
VIDEOTAPE (5. 25 ) III & IV 

. in Table 5 The results given 
indicate that each of the 

t hree experimental trea 
effective when compared tments were 



3 4 

to t he c ontro l g roup, with each ach i eving stat i st ica l 

s ign ificance. However, when Groups II, III, and I V were 

c ompared to each other, none was stat i stically significantly 

better than the group below it. Additional tables of ANOVA 

results may be found in Appendi x B. 



CHAPTER 6 

Conclusion 

Discussion 

Learning to evaluate thei· r own performances and 

utilizing their own evaluations to improve the i· r performance 

behaviors are two vital tasks for h ' 1gh schoo l students 

involved in theatre product1·ons. s d tu ents who received no 

feedback on their performance behavior evaluated themselves 

higher in a second evaluation of the same attempt, a direc t 

contradiction to all other groups involved in the study . 

Every other group became more critical in the second 

evaluation. Certain inferences may be made concerning this 

second evaluation. First, wi thout any videotaped feedback 

or director notes, students tend to be more content with 

their nonverbal performance behavior . Second, although 

director notes lowered the scores of the second evaluation, 

the difference was slight (only . 4 points ) . Thi rd, the 

large decrease in the group which sa the videotape did not 

decrease the difference in the director and studentS ' 

· creased This l arge 
evaluations; in fact, the difference 1n · 

f t e of "shocked " response . 
difference may be evidence o a YP 

gul
. de the i·r feedback, the students see 

Without a director to 

fal· 1 to appreciate the correctly 
only the mistakes and 

performed behaviors. 
This problem might be sol ved by 

r v1' deotaped feedback; however, 
epeated exposure to 

some 
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s tude nts miqht become di s couraged before 
they become 

ad1us t ed to the feedback. 
Therefore, using videotaped 

feedback alone is not advised. 
The group which received 

both the videotaped feedb k 
ac and the director notes had the 

largest decrease in the difference of director and student 

evaluations. This confirms the need for the director to 

assist the students by positively reenforcing correct 

behavior while attempting to modify incorrect behaviors. 

These results may also encourage high school directors to 

utilize videotaped feedback and director notes as a teaching 

tool. Although no significant decrease was found in the 

differences in any group, differences did decline in the 

group with director notes and in the group which combines 

notes and videotape. However, the first, second, and fourth 

hypotheses, which proposed that the manipulations would 

result in decreased differences in director and students' 

evaluations were not confirmed with statistically 

significant results. 

The third hypothesis concerned the effectiveness of 

videotaped feedback when compared to director notes alone. 

. d f dback would cause the Its proposal that videotape ee 

students to evaluate themselves closer to the director 

evaluation than students who received notes alone was not 

confirmed. The fifth hypothesis, which compared the 

f notes and videotaped 
effectiveness of a combination° 

method a lone, proposed that the 
feedback to either 

. than either method 
combination would be more effective 
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a l one. Al though the difference was 
1 ower after t he 

combi nation than after either method 
1 a one , the difference 

was not quite statistically significant when 
comparing 

videotape alone with the combinat· 
ion. There was, however, a 

statistically significantly lower difference a f ter the 

combination method than after the use of notes alone. 

Improvement was shown by higher director r at i ngs on t he 

second attempted performance than on the f i rs t attempt. 

Hypothesis six stated that th i s wou ld occur following 

director notes. Improvement di d occur , but was not 

statistically significant. Hypothes i s seven proposed that 

the director rating would i ncrease following videotaped 

f eedback. It did increase, but the increase was not 

statistically significant. Hypot hesis nine stated that 

f ollowing a combinat i on of director notes and videotaped 

f eedback, the ratings made by the director would be higher 

than those made by the same director on the first 

evaluation. This was c on firmed with statistical 

significance. 

d the effectiveness of Hypotheses eight and t en concerne 

the experimental treatments in improving the director 

evaluation of a second rehearsal attempt . 
Hypothesis eight 

proposed that videotaped f eedback would cause greater 

Hypothesis ten 
i mprovement than director notes wou ld cause . 

Of videotaped feedback and 
stated that a combination 

director notes would cause greater 
impr ovement than either 

Ne ither of would cause. 
Videotaped feedback or notes a l one 



th e~e hypo theses was c onfirm d e . 

I m l i c ati ons for Hi h sh 
c 001 Theatre Directors 

There are times when high school theatre directors must 
wonder whether their efforts to teach 

and to produce a work 
of art are in vain. The repeated problems, d . covere in 

director notes at each rehearsal , frustrate directors and 

actors alike. This can lead both directors and actors to 

become discouraged, stifling the success of the rehearsal 

process. This problem occurs in numerous high school 

theatre programs; however, little research has been done to 

aid directors in their attempts to solve this problem. 

The information discovered in this study indicates that 

students need assistance in improving their own 

performances. Perhaps the most reassuring results of this 

study indicate that any of the tested methods used by the 

director is significantly better than no method at all. The 

study also found that without any director notes or 

videotaped feedback the director evaluation indicated that 

the second attempt was significantly worse. This directly 

answers a question widely raised by high school theatre 

· any difference at all?" instructors: "!-.re my efforts making 

thi·s study shows that a combination More importantly, 

and di.rector notes is significantly 
of videotaped feedback 

the di. rector evaluation of a second 
effective in improving 

able to significantly 
attempt. This combination was also 

. d student evaluations 
lower the difference in director an 

more than the use of director notes alone. 
Furthermore, the 
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resul ts o t the s tudy i ndicate that 
high school theatre 

di r ectors should utilize a 
combination of videotaped 

feed back and oral notes i n h re earsal sessions. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

This s t udy established that a combination of videotaped 

f eedback and director notes is significantly effective in 

improving the director evaluation of nonverbal performance 

behavior in a second rehearsal attempt and that this 

combination significantly lowers the difference in director 

and student evaluations of nonverbal performance behavior 

more than the use of director notes alone. 

Could the use of videotaped feedback and director notes 

help students improve their performances in areas other than 

nonverbal performance behaviors? Students might be able to 

benefit more from this method in some areas of performance 

behaviors than others. Further research might discover 

other uses for the combination of videotaped feedback and 

director notes. 

How regularly should a director use a combination of 

videotaped feedback and oral notes? 

require more time than oral notes. 

This method does 

At some point, students 

d d fr other methods of might lose valuable time nee e 0 

instruction. 
could determine the most Research in this area 

productive ways to use this method. 

U
re to a combination of videotaped 

Could repeated expos 
. the effectiveness of 

feedback and oral notes increase 
If the use of this 

1 notes alone? Videotaped feedback or ora 
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omb i nat ion heighte ns objectivity 
and i ncreases self -

aware ness, the s tudents might 
actually benef i t more from the 

use of ei ther treatment alone 
after repeated exposure to the 

combination. 

Would repeated exposure to b' · a com 1nat1on of videotaped 

feedback and oral notes lead students to become self-

correcting? The ultimate goal of the use of a combination 

of videotaped feedback and director notes would be to 

encourage students to develop their talents to their full 

potential. 

This study has shown that the combination of videotaped 

feedback and director notes is a significantly effective 

method of addressing the issue of nonverbal performance 

behavior in high school instructional theatre. Videotaped 

feedback combined with director notes can be a rewarding 

method of teaching nonverbal performance skills and 

producing artistic presentations. The use of videotaped 

feedback and director notes could become an integral part of 

instructional theatre at the high school level. Wi th 

further research and experimentation, high school theatre 

directors could achieve significant new levels of 

instruction and produce art-works of diSt inction. 
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QUESTIONNAIRES 

The questionnaires for the d ' 
1rectors and actors utilized 

the same questions with different headings and instructions . 

Therefore, the alternate headings and instructions are given 

immediately following this instrument. 

QUESTIONNAIRE I ACTOR'S NUMBER - ---

IN HOW MANY PLAYS HAVE YOU PER FORME D 

(INCLUDING THIS ONE ) ? ________ _ 

DIRECTIONS: EVALUATE YOUR I NDI VIDUAL PER FORMANCE IN THE 

SCENE YOU HAVE JUST COMPLETED BY CI RCLI NG THE WORD, THEN THE 

NUMERICAL RATING, WHICH MOST CLOSELY IDENTIFY YOUR 

PERFORMANCE IN EACH AREA BELOW: 

I. Voice 

1. Actor changes volume to sui t meaning of lines . 

5 6 7 8 9 10 
0 1 2 3 4 

SOMETIMES FREQUENTLY ALWAYS 
NEVER RARELY 

2 . of voice t o s uit line . 
Actor changes tone 

7 8 9 10 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 

FREQUENTLY ALWAYS 
NEVER RARELY SOMETIMES 



J 

RARELY 

I . 
·nos <1 t app r o . 

pr 1a t e pace . 

IJ 5 6 

SOMET IMES 

7 8 9 

FREQUENTLY 

4 . Ac t or delivers l in e with 
appropri a te emphasis. 

4 5 6 0 1 2 3 
7 8 9 

NEVER RARELY SOMETIMES FREQUENTLY 

10 

ALWAY S 

10 

ALWAYS 

5 . Actor can be heard by every member of the audience. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

NEVER RARELY SOMETIMES FREQUENTLY ALWAYS 

II. Facial and Hand Ge s tures 

1. Actor's facial expressions are magnified enough to be 

meaningful to the vast majority of the audience. 

0 

NEVER 

1 2 3 

RARELY 

4 5 6 

SOMETIMES 

7 8 9 

FREQUENTLY 

10 

ALWAYS 

2 . Actor's facial expressions are so large that they are 

0 

NEVER 

overdone. 

1 2 3 

RARELY 

4 5 6 

SOMETIMES 

3 . Actor's gestures appear relaxed . 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 

NEVER RARELY s mn:TI MES 

7 8 9 

FREQUENTLY 

7 8 9 

FREQUENTLY 

10 

ALWAYS 

10 

ALWAYS 



4 . Actor's ges t ur es see 
m awkward because of ins uff i c ient 

0 

NEVER 

control . 

1 2 3 

RARELY 

4 5 6 

SOMETIMES 

5 . Actor's gestures are expressive. 

0 

NEVER 

1 2 3 

RARELY 

4 5 6 

SOMETIMES 

7 8 9 

FREQUENTLY 

7 8 9 

FREQUENTLY 

10 

ALWAYS 

10 

ALWAYS 

6. Actor's gestures are complete, not half-performed. 

0 

NEVER 

1 2 3 

RARELY 

4 5 6 

SOMETIMES 

7. Actor's gestures lack purpose. 

0 

NEVER 

1 2 3 

RARELY 

4 5 6 

SOMETIMES 

8. Actor's gestures are fluid. 

0 

NEVER 

1 2 3 

RARELY 

III. Body Movement 

4 5 6 

SOMETIMES 

. 7 8 9 

FREQUENTLY 

7 8 9 

FREQUENTLY 

7 8 9 

FREQUENTLY 

10 

ALWAYS 

10 

ALWAYS 

10 

ALWAYS 

. ms that do not suit 
1. Actor displays personal manneris 

the character. 

0 

NEVER 

1 2 3 

RARELY 

4 5 6 

SOMETIMES 

7 8 9 

FREQUENTLY 

10 

ALWAYS 
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2. Actor's body movement is t · 
per inent to particular 

0 

NEVER 

c ha rac ter being portrayed. 

1 2 3 

RARELY 

4 5 6 

SOMETIMES 

7 8 9 

FREQUENTLY 

J. Actor's body movement is meaningless. 

0 

NEVER 

1 2 3 

RARELY 

4 5 6 

SOMETIMES 

7 8 9 

FREQUENTLY 

10 

ALWAYS 

10 

ALWAYS 

4. Actor's body movement is used in correct context of the 

play. 

0 

NEVER 

1 2 3 

RARELY 

4 5 6 

SOMETIMES 

7 8 9 

FREQUENTLY 

10 

ALWAYS 

5. Actor clearly projects emotion through bodily action to 

an audience. 

0 

NEVER 

1 2 3 

RARELY 

4 5 6 

SOMETIMES 

7 8 9 

FREQUENTLY 

10 

ALWAYS 

6. Actor's body movement contributes to a believable 

character portrayal. 

0 

NEVER 

1 2 3 

RARELY 

4 5 6 

SOMETIMES 

7 8 9 

FREQUENTLY 

10 

ALWAYS 
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7 . Ac tor e ff ects counter (cross ) 
movements without call ing 

attention to movement. 

0 

NEVER 

1 2 3 

RARELY 

4 5 6 

SOMETIMES 

7 8 9 

FREQUENTLY 

8 . Actor's body movement is motivated . 

0 

NEVER 

1 2 3 

RARELY 

4 5 6 

SOMETIMES 

7 8 9 

FREQUENTLY 

9 . Actor's body movement is cons is t ent . 

0 

NEVER 

1 2 3 

RARELY 

IV. Posture 

4 5 6 

SOMETIMES 

7 8 9 

FREQUENTLY 

1. Actor's posture revea l s charact er ' s age . 

0 

NEVER 

1 2 3 

RARELY 

4 5 6 

SOMETIMES 

7 8 9 

FREQUENTLY 

2. Actor's posture distracts audience ' s attent i on . 

0 

NEVER 

1 2 3 

RARELY 

4 5 6 

SOMETIMES 

3. Actor's torso appears st i f f. 

0 

NEVER 

1 2 3 

RARELY 

4 5 6 

SOMETIMES 

7 8 9 

FREQUENTLY 

7 8 9 

FREQUENTLY 

1 0 

ALWAYS 

10 

ALWA YS 

10 

ALWAYS 

10 

ALWAYS 

10 

ALWAYS 

10 

ALWAYS 
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5 0 

4 . Ac t or's posture reveals h 
c aracter' s state of hea lth . 

0 

NEVER 

l 2 3 

RARELY 

4 5 6 

SOMETIMES 

7 8 9 

FREQUENTLY 

10 

ALWAYS 

II . He a dings and Instructions: 

A. DI RECTOR'S QUESTIONNAIRE I 

The headings and instructions read: 

DIRECTOR'S QUESTIONNAIRE I 

DIRECTIONS: ON THE ANSWER FORM, EVALUATE EACH 

INDIVIDUAL PERFORMANCE IN THE SCENE YOU HAVE 

JUST COMPLETED BY INDICATING, BY EACH ACTOR'S 

NAME, THE NUMERICAL RATING WHICH MOST CLOSELY 

IDENTIFIES THE ACTOR'S PERFORMANCE IN EACH 

AREA BELOW: 

B. ACTOR'S QUESTIONNAIRE II 

The headings and instruction read: 

QUESTIONNAIRE II ACTOR'S NUMBER __ 

DIRECTIONS: EVALUATE AGAIN YOUR INDIVIDUAL 

IN THE SAME SCENE YOU PREVIOUSLY 
PERFORMANCE 

EVALUATED . CIRCLE THE WORD , THEN THE 

OST CLOSELY IDENTIFY 
NUMERICAL RATING, WHICH M 

nu~MCE IN EACH AREA BELOW: 
YOUR PERFOru·uu• 



C. DIRECTOR ' S QUESTIONNAIRE II 

The headi ng s and instructions read: 

DIRECTOR'S QUESTIONNAIRE II 

DIRECTIONS: ON THE ANSWER FORM, EVALUATE EACH 

INDIVIDUAL PERFORMANCE IN THE SCENE YOU HAVE 

JUST COMPLETED BY INDICATING, BY EACH ACTOR'S 

NAME, THE NUMERICAL RATING WHICH MOST CLOSELY 

IDENTIFIES THE ACTOR'S PERFORMANCE IN EACH 

AREA BELOW: 
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Analysis of Variance Tables 

Table 6 

_Analysis of Variance of Post - Trea t ment Di fferences 
In Director and Student Eva l uat ions Between Grou ps I and II 

Source Sum of Mean of Varia tion 

Trea tment 1 207 . 682 l 1207 . 68 l. 740 . 20 
Residua l 1 3878 . 18 2 20 9) . 909 

Total 1 5085 . 864 l 718 . )7 

Num e r o C ses == ? 

1 7 

Treatment 92 . 015 4 .o 5 83 . ) 

Residual 850 . 511 l 500 . )8) 

Total 8998 . 5 6 18 99 . 8 

Number o ses = 9 
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Table 8 

Anal sis of Variance f 
In Director and O PoSt -Treatment Diff Student Evalu t · erences 

a ions Between Groups I and IV 
Source Sum of 
of Variation Squares 

Mean Sig OF Square F of F 
Treatment 353.773 1 353.773 2. 037 .17 
Residual 3300.036 19 173.686 

Total 3653.810 20 182.690 

Number of cases= 21 

Table 9 

Analysis of Variance of Post-Treatment Differences In 
Director and Student Evaluations Between Groups II and III 

Source Sum of 
of Variation Squares 

Treatment 94 . 264 

Residual 17745.420 

Total 17839.684 

Number 

Mean 
OF Square 

1 94 . 264 

17 1043.848 

18 991. 094 

of cases= 19 

F 

.090 

Sig 
of F 

• 77 
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Table 10 

Anal sis of Variance 
In Director and Std of Post-Treatment Di f fe rences 

u ent Evaluat i ons Between 

source Sum of 
of Variation Squares Mean 

DF Square 
Treatment 2779.721 1 2779 . 721 
Residual 12538 .94 5 19 659 . 944 

Total 15 318. 66 7 20 765 . 933 

Number of cases = 21 

Table 11 

Groups I I and IV 

F 

4 . 212 

Sig 
of F 

. 05 

Ana l ysis o f Var i ance of Post-Treatment Differences I n 
Di rector and Student Eva lua t ions Between Groups III and IV 

Source Sum of 
of Var i at i on Squar es 

Treatment 1525. 225 

Residual 7167.275 

Total 8692. 500 

Number 

Mean 
DF Square 

l 15 25 . 225 

16 447 . 955 

17 511.3 24 

of cases = 18 

F 

3 . 405 

Si g 
of F 

. 08 
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Table 1 2 

Anal sis of Va · 
r1ance of Post-Treatment 

Between Groups I and II Im rovement 

Source Sum of 
of Variation Sg:uares Mean Sig OF Sg:uare F of F 
Treatment 1555.682 1 1555.682 20.841 .oo 
Residua l 1492.909 20 74.645 

Total 3048.591 21 145.171 

Number of cases= 22 

Table 13 

Analysis of Variance of Post-Treatment Improvement 
Between GrOUQS I and III 

Source Sum of Mean Sig 
of Variation Sg:uares OF Sg:uare F of F 

Treatment 976.844 1 976.844 21.083 .00 

Residual 787.682 17 46.334 

Total 1764.526 18 98.029 

Number of cases = 19 
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Tabl e 14 

Ana l sis of Variance of Post Tr t B - ea ment I m rovement etween Grou2s I and I V 

Source Sum of 
of Var i ation Sguares Mean 

Sig OF Sguare F of F 
Treatment 979. 22 8 1 979. 228 36 . 439 . oo 
Residual 510. 582 19 26.873 

Total 1489.810 20 74 . 490 

Number of cases = 21 

Table 15 

Analys i s of Variance of Post-Treatment Improvement 
Between Groups I I and III 

Source Sum of Mean Sig 
of Variation Sguar es OF Square F of F 

Treatment 24.40 4 1 24 . 404 . 234 . 64 

Residua l 1776. 22 7 1 7 104 . 484 

Total 1800.63 2 1 8 100 . 035 

Number of cases = 1 9 



Tab l e 16 

Anal sis of Variance of Post-Treatment 
Between Groups II and I V Im rovement 

source Sum of Mean of Variat ion Sguares DF Sguare Sig 
F of F 

Tr eatment 51.825 1 51.825 .657 . 43 
Res idual 149 9 .127 19 78.901 
Total · 1550.952 20 77.548 

Number of cases = 21 

Table 17 

Analysis of Variance of Post-Treatment Improvement 
Between Groups III and IV 

Source Sum of Mean Sig 
of Variation Sguares DF Square F of F 

Treatment 3.211 1 3.211 .065 .80 

Residual 793 . 900 16 49.619 

Total 797 . 111 17 46.889 

Number of cases = 18 
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